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Private.

The followino; Letter has been addressed to a

High Churchman who objected to take an

active part in the work of Church Defence.

Dear Mr. •

Absence from town has prevented my writing to you

before, but I must now ask you to allow me to place before

you certain reasons why it seems to me that High Church-

men especially would do well to take an earnest part in

Church Defence work.

The subject is a very wide one, but I wish now to confine

myself to the consideration of two points.

1. Will sound doctrine be as safe after Disestablishment

as now ?

2. Will the Clei'gy be as free to pursue their spiritual

work as at present ?

There are good reasons, I think, for answering both these

questions in the negative. Disestablishment must be im-

mediately followed by the conToking of a National Synod.

(Provision for this is sure to be made in the Disestablishment

Act). That Synod would consist of two Houses. The Upper

House, of the existing race of State-made Bishops, presided

over by the Archbishop of Canterbury. The Lower House,



of elected Clergy and Laity (the former Laving lost their

freeholds and with them their independence ; the latter con-

sisting of all parties in the Church, having newly discovered

the power of the purse over an unendowed Clergy, and

determined vigorously to use it). To this National Synod

the future of the Church of England would be absolutely

committed. It would have power to revise the Liturgy

(in whatever direction it pleased), alter the Rubrics, con-

stitute the final Court of Appeal in all matters of doctrine,

and make such regulations as to the Vestments and

Postures of the Clergy and the regulations generally of the

Service of the Church, as to the majority seemed fit. Against

the final decision of such a majority there would be no appeal,

for a minority in a Democratic Synod has no rights. It must

submit absolutely or secede. What chance is there that " the

Catholic element in the Church of England " would be able

to carry any single question they hold dear ?

In such a Synod nothing could become law till carried by

a majority of both Orders. Would those who are now called

" Ritualists " be enabled to command a majority of the

Clergy ? Would they not be certain to be in a small minority

as far as the Laity is concerned ? And if what I have stated

should in any way prove to be true, and true I believe it

would be found to be to the very letter, what should we have

gained as regards sound doctrine by Disestablishment ?

We should have abolished the freedom of doctrinal teaching

the Church now possesses, and leave her exposed to the immi-

nent danger of extensive alterations in the Prayer Book itself,

certainly not in the direction of Edward Vlth's first Book,

and even, if almost by a miracle, some solitary alteration

which the Ritualists would aj)prove passed the Lower House,

is there the remotest chance of its ever receiving the assent

of the Upper House also ?
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Again—pass a Disestablishment Act, and the parish Priest

becomes changed into a Minister of the congregation who

choose to acknowledge him as such. This at least would be

his position in the eyes of the people, and our power for good

with them consists not so much in the position we claim as in

the light in which they regard us. What an enormous loss

this would be in our spiritual ministrations, what a terrible

crippling of power to those who succeed us in the ministry.

I say not a word now about Disendowment, the immediate

result of which would be the sweeping our voluntary schools

under the School Boards, and the shrivelling up of all pro-

gressive Church work for generations ; for to give 20,000

Clergy £200 a-year without a house would require an annual

voluntary contribution of £4,000,000, without allowing a

penny for Church buildings, schools, missions, and other

necessary charities. All these things, and many besides, have

to be considered before we can obtain the smallest idea of what

the results of Disestablishment would be. Is there not then

good reason for the Church Defence Institution asking Church-

men, without respect of religious or ])olitical party, to come

forward and shew the strength they possess by uniting

(1) utterly to defeat external attack ; and then (2) to obtain

such modifications of the union of Church and State as will

leave the Church freer than she has hitherto been to pursue

that spiritual work which is her greatest glory.

But if we throw away the National position God has given our

Church, if we reduce thousands of our country parishes to

the A'ery verge of spiritual starvation, if we hand over our

Elementary Schools (upon the religious teaching in which the

future of Christianity itself in England depends) to godless

School Boards, if laity are brought into our National Synod,

and so permitted to vote upon vital points of doctrine (and

this they will then do whether we like it or not), would not the



Church of England be soon reduced to a state compared

witli which our present position is a Paradise ? Consider

what by God's blessing the Church has done during the last

forty years under Establishment, and ask, Is it not probable if

Disestablishment comes, that the next forty years may be em-

ployed in destroying that which has been gained at so great a

price ? Is it not true that whilst the evils we suffer under

Establishment are now felt to the full, and it may be sometimes

magnified, the immense advantages which we daily enjoy by

virtue of our position as a National Church, are, like many

other blessings, little valued, although without them our life

as Churchmen would be a miserable existence after all.

Excuse this long letter, but I was anxious to place these

thoughts before you, and you will therefore, I hope, forgive

my having thus troubled you.

Believe me,

Yours very faithfully,

ALFRED T. LEE.
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